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(Appeal for Reconsideration of Denied Claim for Traasportation
Costs J. P-185736. December 28, 1976. 3 pp.

Decision re: Alfred W. Cahaarn; by Robert P, Keller, 2cting
Comptrollexr General.

Issue Area: Personnel Hanagement and Compensation: Compensation
(3095).

Contact: Office of the General Counsel: Civilian Personnel.

Budget Punction: General Government: Central Pe:csonnel
Hanagement (805).

Organization Concerned: Tennessee Valley Authority;:; Departsent
of the ¥avy: ¥aval Air Station, Key West, PL.

lntho:it,l 5 U-S.C- 512'0 P.T-!. ‘!’P!R 101"'7)' pnf.a- 2“1-3.

The claimant base? his own appeal on the grouﬂda that
the only record sayirg that his transportation costs uould not
be covared was a job offer, which he turned <own, and that his
aov2 vas sade as a r:sult of a transfer not conhected with the
job offer. In tliis dispute of facts, the claimant 4id not
produce sufficient e7idence for has axguasent; the decismion must
be in favor of tae Government. (S8)




00804

v 0 - '
. . g 1 Ly vy
it . L0 L, . 1 e p -
.
. .

Fliiea chlnor

Civ.Pexs. .

THE COMPTROLLERN GENERAL

DEGIBICIN OF THE UNITER BTATES
WARBHMINGTON, A.C, 808asa
FILE: B-~185736 DATE: JDscember 26, 1976
MATTER OF: fl1fred W. Caiman - Claix for transportstion
coste

DIGEST: 1, When dispute as tu facta arisev betwcen
claimant and administrative officers, GAO
will accept stitements of “ucts furnished
by administrators in the  sence of
convincing evidence to tha contrary.

2. PEwsployee of Tennessee Valley Aui:hct:ll.y in
Teunassee :tansfet:ed to position in
?1.-:ida with Depurtngnt of Navy and claiwed
transportatlon expenses. He is not -
titled to reimbursemeat since Navy deter-
nincd at tima of trensfer that travel and
trnnuportatiou would nor Lr .authorized at
Covernment axpense aud payment may not be
made on basis of postapproeval of expenses.

This action concerns un appeal by Mr. Alfr:d W. Cahman of
the denial by our Claims Division of his clajm for tramsportation
expenses incurrzd incident to his Lransfcr from the Tennerssee
Valley Authcrity (TVA), Jeffergon City, ' Tennasge e, to a civilian
position ut the Floridu City Pumping Station of the Public
Works Department, Navy Aqueduct Division. Naval “Adr Station,

Key Wast, Florida.

By letter dated Aﬁfil 29, 1;34 the Employment Superintendent

of the Naval Air Station at Key West offered Mr. Cahman a career-

conditional appointment as a machinist in the Public Works Depart-
ment. This letter info:wnd My, Cabman, who had at that time

.27 vears of service at 1VA, "You must bear all expenge in connection

with reporting for duty. Futther negetiations concerning this-
offer took place during a telephone conversation on May 13, 1974,
Although the Navy submits that in this conversation he was "again
advised * % & that travel expenses were not suthorized," Mr. Cahman
contends-that at this time and throughout the period 1n which he
sought reimbursement Ffor transportation costs, he was "led to
believe the expenses would be paid.”

Hr. Cahman reported for duty at the Public Works Division
on May 19, 1974. Shcrtly thereafter his supervisor made inquiries
as to whetber transportation expcnses could be paid in this case.
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The Public Works Officer indicated that, regulations permitting,
he would recommend approval. Mr. Cahman was mdvised that ha might
submit a voucher to the Navy Finance Office for the illuwances,

It wa3z determined, however. ZLit ths payment of traacportation
costs was not authorized at the time the travel was perfoimed ,
and that "such expensea cnnnoP now ba spproved retroactively." 5

The ciaim was -ubcequcntly forwvarded to our Claims Divieion
for adjudicution. The claim was disallowed because the rscord
showed that Mr. Cahzan waa advised taat the move was to be mode
at his exp:inse and no travel orders were issued by an appropriate
cfficial of tue Department of the Navy suthorizing the payment of
change of station allowances.

Section 5724 of title 5, United States Code (1970), provides,
under such regulations as the Presidesit may preacribe, for the
payment of travel and transportation expenses of an evployee trans-
ferred in the interest of the- -Government from ona official station
or agency to another for permaneat duty’ vhen authortted or approved .
by the agency head or his designee. In'implementation of that :
statute, the Federal Travel Regulatirma (FPMR 101-7), pars. 2-1.3
(1973), provide for the payment of such expenses when authorized
or approved by an official designated by the agency head.

In his appeal Mr. Cshman disputes the Tavy's assertion that he
was reseatedly advised that his travel expenses were not authorized.
He &tates, "I know of no record thas: shows that I was advised to pay .
expenses, except # job offer whichi I turned down and which had
nothing to do with the transfer of a permaneat duty eaployse."

With regard to suck factual disputes, we lave held that we must of
neceasity base our decisions on the factual information furnished
by the claimants anli the reports obtained from agenciea,  Our
Office has no duty to refute a claim or to rafute the allegationa
underlying a claim. On the contrary one who n-serts a clafm has
the burden of furnishing sufficient evidence to 'clearly eatablisb
his right to receive payment. When disputed questions of fact
arise between a claimant and the administrative officers of the’
Covernment. it is the long established rule of accounting officers
to accept the statements of facts furnished by the administrative
officers, in the absence of ccnvincing evidence to the contrary.
B-176477, August 27, 1973,
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'In the instaat cass ‘he record indfcaces that Mr, Cshman was
adviiid 1n the job offer that he w . uld hive to bear his trens-
portation expunses ad no autnorization for the paynent of such
expenses was issusd, In view of thase ciycumstances we can suly
conclude that at tha tiu of triiafer it vas detarmined that travel
aud transportation wonld not ba authorixed at Gov'rament expenne,
Stnce this determination could propsrly have bee. made \uder the
#7piicable low and regulations, and inasmuch as no error ox omissfon
is vow alleged #s a basis to retroactivaly suthorize such expenses
to be paic by the Government, payment may not be made on the basis
of & postapproval of the expenses. Sec B-175433, Apr:l 27, 1972.

‘Accoraingly, the denial by tha Claims Division of Mr. lchman's
claim 18 hereby sustainad.

Acting Conptrolleé(hna"b’
of the United States





